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RECENT CASES 205 

tiff has substantive grounds for relief. Being an extreme remedy it should be 
granted against a solvent private corporation only as a last resort. Merri- 
field v. Burrows, 153 111. App. 523. It should appear that more restricted 
remedies are unavailable or inadequate. Roman v. Woolfolk, 98 Ala. 219, 13 
So. 212; Kahan v. Alaska Junk Co., in Wash. 39, 189 Pac. 262. A receiver- 
ship has been denied where the offending officers were solvent and could be 
brought to an accounting. Hayes v. Jasper Land Co., 147 Ala. 340, 41 So. 
909. But an accounting covers only past delinquencies, so that where a contin- 
uous diversion of assets cannot be checked by injunction, and the offending 
officers cannot be removed, a temporary receiver may well be appointed. 
Boothe v. Summit Mining Co., 55 Wash. 167, 104 Pac. 207. The matter is 
within the discretion of the court, with the burden on the plaintiff to overcome 
the strong objections to the remedy. In the principal case the hardship and 
impossibility of other relief justify the appointment. 

Damages — Contracts. — In 1916 the defendant contracted to build a 
house for the plaintiff, to be completed within six months. The plaintiff reserved 
the right to complete the house himself if the defendant did not properly 
proceed with the work. After work was begun, the government prohibited 
all building except such as had already been commenced, which was per- 
mitted to continue on application for a license. The defendant intentionally 
delayed the work to insure a refusal of the license. It was refused and the 
plaintiff brought this action for breach of contract. It was impossible to 
continue building until 1919, when the plaintiff did so at a greatly increased 
cost. Held, that the plaintiff recover this increased cost, less the contract 
price. Mertens v. Home Freeholds Co., [1921] 2 K. B. 526 (C. A.). 

The court unconsciously departs from the rule allowing only such damages 
for breach of a contract as the parties may fairly be supposed to have con- 
templated when they made the contract. Hadley v. Baxendale, 9 Ex. 341; 
Bradley v. Chicago, etc. Ry. Co., 94 Wis. 44, 68 N. W. 410. See Griffin v. 
Colver, 16 N. Y. 489, 494-495. See 1 Sedgwick, Damages, 9 ed., §§ 144-1473. 
The parties here contemplated that if the plaintiff should avail himself of 
his right to build, and to hold the defendant for the increased cost, this 
right would be exercised at the time set for the defendant's performance. 
That it would become impossible to proceed was clearly not foreseen. Even 
though the defendant knowingly caused this impossibility, to hold him for 
more than the cost of building the house in 1916, less the contract price, is 
to subject him to more damages than were contemplated at the time the 
contract was made. Damages in actions ex contractu differ from those in 
actions ex delicto. The former are based on consensual transactions and the 
liability of the parties is limited by the extent of the obligations they have 
undertaken. Actions ex delicto do not depend on consensual transactions. 
The defendant's liability is therefore not limited, but extends to all the 
damages he has proximately caused. Shedd v. Calumet Construction Co., 
270 Fed. 942 (7th Circ). 

Deeds — Construction — Land "Divided Between" A and his Heirs. 
— A deed provided that land should "revert to and be divided between" 
A and his heirs. Held, that A took a half-interest, and his children a half- 
interest, as tenants in common. Shugart v. Shugart, 233 S. W. 303 (Tex. App.). 

It is clear that the deed, correctly construed, creates a tenancy in common. 
To conceive of "dividing" land as separating a fee in that land into life 
estate and remainder, seems beyond reason. The cases confirm this view, 
uniformly treating the parts of a "divided" estate as contemporaneous. 
Griswold v. Johnson, 5 Conn. 363; Herring v. Rogers, 30 Ga. 615; Stanwood 
v. Stanwood, 179 Mass. 223, 60 N. E. 584; Pruden v. Paxton, 79 N. C. 446. 



